Introduction 1.1. Possessive DPs as predicative DPs
This paper will be concerned with so-called possessive DPs, which involve two main constituents known as Possessor and Possessee -two terms I shall be using below for tradition's sake:
(1) English John 's book POSSESSOR POSSESSEE French le livre de Jean POSSESSEE POSSESSOR I will however assume, following Chomsky (1972) , Szabolcsi (1984 Szabolcsi ( , 1994 , Abney (1987) , Kayne (1993 Kayne ( , 1994 , Borer (1996) , Kihm (1998) , Zribi-Hertz (1998 , and others, that possessive DPs are predicative DPs, i.e., DPs which include a subject located outside the existential-closure domain (cf. Carlson, this volume). That the socalled Possessor should be analysed as a subject is immediately clear in the classical English examples (2)! :
(2) a. John criticised this book. (predicative clause) b.
John's criticism of this book. (predicative DP! = 'possessive DP') English, exemplified in (2), is not the only language where the symmetry is straightforward. As shown by Szabolcsi (1984 Szabolcsi ( , 1994 and Knittel (1997) , Hungarian possessors are constructed as subjects; as shown by Zribi-Hertz & Adopo (1992) , Attie possessors are constructed as subjectsP; as shown for instance by Voskuil (1993) or Paul (1996) , Malagasy possessors are constructed as demoted subjects:
( [adapted from Knittel 1998] (4) Attie 2 SUBJECT fl a.
Apo ó foe. Apo 3ANsg+FUT fly away (finite clause) 'Apo will fly away.' b.
Apo ó kwe -e Apo 3ANsg
house DFsg (possessive DP) 'Apo's house' 
The core structure of possessive DPs
One way to represent this regular pattern is to assume that all possessive DPs involve the same core set of projections. The structure sketched in (6) For the three languages considered in (6), the assumption that noun phrases are dominated by a DP projection seems straightforward; in some languages (e.g. English) the 'definite feature' in D, which might boil down to a universal quantifier (Milsark 1977) , has a vacuous spell-out in possessive DPs. The FP projection provides a landing site for the subject; the F head contains a Person feature in some languages (Hungarian, Attie), but not in all: I depart here from Kayne (1993 Kayne ( , 1994 in assuming the English 'possessive' affix to spell out a relational feature distinct from Person (evidence for this is given in Zribi-Hertz 1997). Following Collins (1997) and Chomsky (1999) , I am also assuming in (6) that head-to-head movement occurs after syntax, in Morphology, and leaves no trace. In English and Attie, the noun raises up to Number; in Hungarian it further raises up to F°, where it inflects for Person. In a language such as Attie, we must further account for the fact that the definite marker occurs at the right periphery of the DP -an interesting but independent matter, which I shall leave aside here.
Why does French look irregular ?
Under these general assumptions, we should expect French possessive DPs to be internally structured as nominal predications. In this language, however, possessive DPs look at first glance quite different from tensed predications, and thus do not appear as straightforwardly simple as their English counterparts! . The examples in (7') through (9') illustrate the Standard-French pattern! : A common view concerning the contrasts in (7)-(9) is that pronominal possessors, in French, crucially differ from lexical possessors in that they are special clitics, as are other personal argument markers, in this language (cf. Milner 1982b , Godard 1986 , Giorgi & Longobardi 1991 , Tremblay 1991 . Correlatively, they never surface in the same linear positions as lexical arguments.
However, this view is shown to be inaccurate by the contrast in (8'): in this pair of examples, to which I shall return below, the pronoun is, crucially, nonclitic, but it occurs in a position where a lexical DP is disallowed. This suggests that the contrast between lexical and personal possessors, in French, does not boil down to cliticihood.
Possessee Raising
In the English examples (7) through (9), lexical possessors (e.g. John) and pronominal possessors occur in the same position, which we may identify as spec,FP in the x-bar diagram (6).
In the French examples (7') through (9'), lexical and pronominal possessors exhibit complementary distributions. In (7'a) and (9'a), the lexical possessor occurs to the right of the possessee, which, French being an SVO language, seems to conflict with the generalization that possessors are subjects in DPs. Kayne (1993 Kayne ( , 1994 , however, puts forward an assumption which enables us to conciliate the facts in (7'a) and (9'a) with pattern (6): his leading idea is that possessive DPs of the kind exemplified by (7'a) are derived by a movement rule which 'relativizes' the Possessee, since it is similar to that which occurs in relativized DPs. Kayne's proposal is freely adapted in (10)! below :
Compare (10) with (11), la maison que Pierre construit, 'the house which Pierre is building' :
The possessive DP of (9'a), celle de Jean, may be derived in the same way as (10), if we assume that c(e) , in celle, spells out a feature generated in D°, while elle is the spell-out of a raised definite DP reduced to its functional features [definite, feminine, singular] . This is shown in (12)! :
Lexical subjects vs. Person inflection
In (7'), the pronominal possessor occurs to the left of the Possessee, which suggests that the Possessee has not been relativized. Now, why would it be the case that the Possessee is relativized when the Possessor is lexical, but not when the Possessor is pronominal! ? I assume, as did Authier (1992) , that the person feature which characterizes such French possessive DPs as (7'b2) (sa boîte), is, crucially generated not in the subject position, but in the F head, from which it identifies the subject: The morphological adjunction of [person] to [+definite] is, crucially, obligatory whenever possible. In other words, the person feature is spelt out as a clitic whenever possible; this generalization extends to all cases of cliticization in Frenchthus, since the clitic is available in (14a/14'a), it must be chosen over the nonclitic, hence the ill-formedness of (14b/14'b)! : The adjunction of [person] to [+definite] resulting in 'possessive determiners' seems to have settled in Middle French. The morphological adjunction of one functional feature to another is quite commonly observed throughout languages (e.g Person commonly adjoins to Tense or Tense to Person, in finite clauses, Person may adjoin to Number, Number to Definiteness, Definiteness to Case, etc.). The analysis considered in (13) brings out a symmetry between nominal predications (possessive DPs) and tensed predications, since there too a person feature identifying the subject may be assumed to be generated in F°.
I am assuming with, e.g., Harris (1978) , Lambrecht (1981) , Hulk (1986 Hulk ( , 1991 , Zribi-Hertz (1994), Jakubowicz & Rigaut (1997) , and Auger (1995) , that the nominative personal pronouns of Modern French have become inflectional elements, i.e. are no longer generated in the subject position, but in a functional head, the one I have been calling F. The data are tricky to describe because Standard French is commonly equated with written French, which differs in various important respects from the spoken (which doesn't mean 'substandard') language. Person inflection is one among several properties which are expressed differently in Spoken and Written French. In Written French, (15c) may only be licensed as a left-dislocation, whereas in Spoken French, (16a) is licensed with no dislocation! : 
French nominative clitics have been developing from the subject status they inherited from Latin, towards the situation exemplified by (16). I assume, in the spirit of Givón's (1976) general hypothesis, that this evolution must have proceeded in three steps, described in (17)! :
(17) stage 1! Nominative pronouns are generated in subject position; hence, they cannot combine with a subject, only with a dislocated topic, as shown by (15c,d). Finite verbs bear overt person-number endings generated in F°, which stand as agreement markers. stage 2! Nominative pronouns are reidentified as inflection morphemes, generated in F°, making up for the phonetic impoverishment of consonantal personal endings on finite verbs (e.g. the person-number ending spelt nt on aiment, in (15)). The nominative pronouns of stage 2 have become inflectional elements while remaining argument markers, in the sense of Auger (1995) , hence, they cannot combine with a lexical subject. stage 3! Inflectional subject markers become agreement markers and hence acquire the ability to combine with a lexical subject: first, with a referential (topical) subject, as in (16a), then with any subject, whether or not referential, cf. (16b).
Under this analysis, I assume that Modern Parisian French is now moving from stage 2 to stage 3. The crucial point is that the distinction between argumental and inflectional person morphemes is independent from the distinction between argument and agreement inflectional markers, a point very clearly made by Auger (1995) . A person feature may occur as an inflectional element and nevertheless stand as an argument marker, in which case it cannot cooccur in its local domain with the argument it serves to identify (see also Miller 1992) .
If this line of analysis is correct, French possessive DPs involving a pronominal possessor are symmetrical with French finite clauses involving a pronominal subject. In both cases, the person morpheme is an inflectional element, which standardly still behaves as an argument, rather than as an agreement, marker: In the French analogue of (19a), (9'a), I argued that the Possessee is relativized and nonnull (cf. (12). In the French analogue of (19b), (9'b), repeated under (20b), the Possessee is null and no relativization occurs! :
(20) a. Je préfère sa boîte. 'I prefer his box.' b.
Je préfère la sienne ø. 'I prefer his ø.'
The class of cases exemplified by (20b) is the only one in Modern French which productively licenses the personal adjectives listed in (21) (22c), which is ill-formed for the same reason as (22a) and (22b)! -because the determiner in D° is phonologically deficient! (a leaner, in Zwicky's 1982 sense) and therefore requires some phonetically overt element to its right: Under this analysis, personal adjectives (sien), like personal definite determiners (son), are complex words made up of functional features generated in regular syntactic positions within the DP. One of these features is the person feature, generated in F°, an inflectional functional head closed to lexical information. The result is a pervasive asymmetry between pronominal possessors, which are identified inflectionally by a personal argument marker, and lexical possessors, which stand as full-fledged arguments, in subject position.
Nonclitic inflectional pronouns
The central assumption I am putting forward here is that the asymmetry between lexical and personal possessors which is observed in (7') through (9') does not stem out from the fact that personal subject markers are clitics (a phonological property), but from the fact that they are inflectional elements, a status from which both lexical words and phrases are banned. I am claiming that the distinction between subjects and subject markers is quite independent from the issue of clitichood: inflectional argument markers may a priori be spelt out phonologically as nonclitics. 6
Crucial evidence in support of this assumption is provided by the contrast between (8) (26). This contrast between a lexical and a pronominal possessor clearly recalls the ones discussed above. One way to express this similarity is to assume that the lexical possessor is disallowed in (26a) because the pronominal possessor of (26b) is generated (as other pronominal possessors) in the functional head F°, i.e. is an argument marker, rather than a fullfledged argument. In English, on the other hand, all possessors, both lexical and pronominal, are generated in an argument position (spec,FP), for Modern English does not make use of person inflection to identify arguments.
Adapting once more an idea of Kayne's (1993 Kayne's ( , 1994 (13) and (24)). The difference between lui in (28) and s in (13)/(24)) is purely morphophonological: in (28), the person feature in F°c annot cliticize, since there is no definite feature for it to attach to; hence it is spelt out as a nonclitic morpheme (personal pronoun).
The complete distribution of lexical and functional possessors in my own dialect of French is given in (29) (29) is: why do we have a contrast in indefinite DPs between *un ami à Jean and un ami à lui, *une boîte à Jean and une boîte à lui? There is no definite feature in D° here, i.e. nothing the Person feature could cliticize to. Both une boîte à Jean and une boîte à lui could be derived from diagram (28).
My assumption is that the grammar of possessive DPs which is displayed in (29) is crucially centered on the complementary morphological marking of subject arguments and subject inflection. In definite possessive DPs, subject inflection correlates with clitichood (hence the ungrammaticality of (14'b)). In indefinite possessive DPs, the same complementarity is expressed by a different Case feature in K. Since the genitive feature (spelt out as de) occurs in l'ami de Jean/la boîte de Jean, hence, is associated with subject arguments, the dative feature is -complementarilyrestricted to subject inflection. The core constraint, in this system, is thus summarized by: de>Jean vs. à>lui.
An obvious shortcoming of this grammar is that it fails to provide a means of generating a lexical subject in an indefinite possessive DP with a B-type N-head: there is no straightforward translation for a box of John's, in this system.
To my knowledge, this problem is dealt with by French speakers in three different ways, leading to three other competing grammars of possessive DPs, represented in (30), (31) 8 Liliane Tasmowski came up with the following example, which she regards as fine: (i) Qu'est-ce que ce truc-là dans l'armoire ? Ah mais j'y suis, c'est un vieux tablier de Jean, qu'il portait pour dessiner quand il était enfant. 'What could be this thing in the cupboard? Oh yes, I remember now, it is an old pinafore of John's, which he used to wear as a child for art classes.' My own judgment is that although (i) is indeed tolerable, there remains a sharp acceptability contrast between (iia) and (iib): (ii) Qu'est-ce que c'est ? 'What is this?' a.
C'est le tablier de Jean. lit. 'It is the pinafore of John.' = 'It is John's pinafore.' b.
*C'est un tablier de Jean. lit. 'It is a pinafore of John.' What these data suggest is that System1-speakers may relax their grammar along the lines of System 2 whenever the discourse context strongly calls for a lexical possessor in an indefinite DP. This could be naturally described in terms of Optimality: (i) involves the violation of a constraint, but this violation (leading to System 2) is the mildest possible one, since it does not challenge the Ban on Dative Lexical Possessors, which is the backbone of System 1 (cf. fn. 9).
Conclusion
The leading idea of this paper is that the regular asymmetry which characterizes Standard-French possessive DPs arises not from the (phonological) fact that subject pronouns are realized as clitics, in this language, but from a general syntactic contrast between subject arguments and subject inflection. A key contrast between personal morphemes and lexical DPs is that the former may be used to spell out inflectional features, whereas the latter may not. Inflectional features are frequently but in no way necessarily spelt out at PF as clitics or affixes, and such examples as une boîte à lui, as produced by Systems 1 and 2, are evidence that inflectional person features may be spelt out as independent ('strong') pronouns.
